Introduction
Mega-events, with their significant public and private investment and media focus, provide a unique opportunity for host communities to benefit from legacies that remain beyond the life of the event. The wide array of legacies may include new or renewed stadia, urban redevelopment, increased sporting par-228 DICKSON ET AL.
Research on Sport Event Volunteer Motivations
Previous research has explored the motivations and experiences of volunteers at sport events, including the Olympics (de Moragas, Moreno, & Puig, 2000; Fairley, Kellett, & Green, 2007; Reeser, Berg, Rhea, & Willick, 2005) , other large and mega-sporting events (Farrell et al., 1998; Giannoulakis et al., 2008; Gratton & Preuss, 2008; Khoo & Engelhorn, 2007 , 2011 Twynam, Farrell, & Johnston, 2002; Williams, Dossa, & Tompkins, 1995) , the Manchester Commonwealth Games (Downward & Ralston, 2006; Smith & Fox, 2007) , and a single study of a national Masters Games (Allen & Shaw, 2009; Shaw, 2009) . Sport event volunteer motivations have been investigated using a range of instruments, such as the Special Event Volunteer Motivation Scale (Farrell et al., 1998) and the Volunteer Motivations Scale (Bang, Alexandris, & Ross, 2009 ), of which the most commonly used is an adaptation of the Special Event Volunteer Motivation Scale (SEVMS). This scale has been used across a range of sport event types and scales (Table 1) . The original 28 items of the SEVMS drew upon human services research (Cnaan & Goldberg-Glen, 1991 ) and a review of event management literature (Farrell et al., 1998) .
The SEVMS has been used with volunteers at a World Junior Curling championship (Twynam et al., 2002) and Special Olympic volunteers in Malaysia (Khoo & Engelhorn, 2011) . It has also been adapted and used at a regional marathon event (Strigas & Newton-Jackson Jr., 2003) and later at golfing events (Love et al., 2011; MacLean & Hamm, 2007) . A further adaptation of Strigas and Jackson Jr.'s (2003) "second generation" of the SEVMS has been used with Olympic volunteers (Giannoulakis et al., 2008) . For the smaller scale events, the analysis of the SEVMS items highlighted a strong sense of "purposiveness," altruism, or a giving back to the community (Farrell et al., 1998; Giannoulakis et al., 2008; Khoo & Engelhorn, 2007 , 2011 . In contrast, for mega-events such as the Olympics there is a focus on the significance of the event itself, where being involved in the Olympics or a similar megaevent may be an end in itself, rather than event volunteering being part of an ongoing volunteering career or plan (Dickson et al., 2013; Giannoulakis et al., 2008) . However Dickson et al. (2013) argue and require a competitive bid to 'win' them as a one-time event for a particular place" (Getz, 2008, p. 408) . Many of these events are sporting events such as the Olympics, Paralympics, World Masters Games, and the Fédération Internationale de Football Association (FIFA) World Cup. Other authors refer to these same events as special sport events (L. Dwyer & Fredline, 2008) or large-scale sport events (Coalter & Taylor, 2008) . In addition to aspects such as scale and a bid process, a further dimension of mega-events is the distinction between those that are multisport events, such as the Olympics and the Masters Games, versus those that are single sport events, such as world cup soccer or rugby events (Dickson, Benson, Blackman, & Terwiel, 2013) .
Volunteers at Sporting Events
While it has previously been discussed that volunteers are essential for many sporting events, particularly mega-events (Allen & Shaw, 2009; Costa, Chalip, Green, & Simes, 2006; Dickson et al., 2013; Doherty, 2009; Giannoulakis, Wang, & Gray, 2008; Love, Hardin, Koo, & Morse, 2011; MacLean & Hamm, 2007; Shaw, 2009) , it is only recently that volunteers have become a significant topic of study (Giannoulakis et al., 2008; Love et al., 2011; Wang, 2004) . The following sections explore two areas of foci that underpin this current research: mega-event volunteer motivations, and volunteer legacies. The review will focus on sport event motivations, with a particularly emphasis on large and mega-events, as it is the authors' contention that the episodic and unique nature of mega-sport events motivate people differently from smaller events or routine sport volunteering situations, a finding supported by previous research (e.g., Dickson et al., 2013; Farrell, Johnston, & Twynam, 1998; Giannoulakis et al., 2008; Khoo & Engelhorn, 2011) . Discussion of motivations in the diversity of sporting contexts, including regular volunteering situations, has been addressed extensively in other literature (e.g., Beacom, 2007; Cuskelly, Auld, Harrington, & Coleman, 2004; B. Dwyer & Yongjae, 2011; Fairley, Lee, Green, & Kim, 2013; Hur, Ko, & Valacich, 2007; Laurin, 2008; MacLean & Hamm, 2007; Won Jae & Green, 2008) . Gratton & Preuss, 2008; Karadakis, Kaplanidou, & Karlis, 2010; Nichols & Ralston, 2012 ), yet there is little research that has explored volunteer legacies or provided empirical evidence for their actuality. For sport and volunteer managers mega-sport events present a unique challenge in realizing volunteer legacies (Bang, Won, & Kim, 2009; Doherty, 2009; Twynam et al., 2002; Williams et al., 1995) . Also, due to the episodic nature of megaevents, the opportunity for the host community and volunteers to participate are limited. The prestige that accompanies mega-events and the opportunity to enhance a resumé may affect motivations, and legacy potential may differ from other sport events, and may even be considered ideographic.
Conducting postevent research of mega-event volunteers' behavior is notoriously difficult to achieve as mega-event organizing committees often have sunset clauses that limit access to volunteer databases. Much of the research that purports to explore the legacies of sport event volunteering actually only considers preevent or in-event intentions and their implications on future volunteering. They have not considered what is actually occurring postevent. For example, Love et al. (2011) Hallmann and Harms (2012) of single-sport event volunteers is another example, where the purpose of the study was to determine the influence of motivation on future voluntary engagement. However, the studies were conducted soon after the events were held and only asked about "intentions" to volunteer. While they found that volunteer motivation that is based on actual volunteer engagement has a significant impact on the intention to engage in future voluntary work, they did not measure actual postevent volunteering behaviors.
Finally, no research has been conducted sufficiently long after an event to demonstrate a legacy in either an increase in volunteering hours or the number of people volunteering as a result of their event experience (Dickson et al., 2013) . This article provides an opportunity to address this gap in the sport event volunteer motivation literature. The that there are several limitations with volunteer motivation research. These include the variations in the instrumentation used, small sample sizes relative to the items in the motivational scales, a small number of longitudinal studies that are affected by changes in instrumentation, and, where factor analysis was applied, there were variations in the loadings applied (Dickson et al., 2013) . Englehorn (2007, 2011) are the only researchers to have used the same instrument across similar event types, albeit with one questionnaire being translated into Malay (Khoo and Englehorn, 2007) .
With the limited research that has used the same or similar instrument at the same time, it is unclear as to whether motivations are stable across other dimensions. These dimensions include the wide variety of event types (mega, national, etc.) , size (competitors and volunteers), and number of sports (single vs. multi), or whether motivations vary by event context and over time. There are two other areas that have yet to be explored in the sport event volunteering research. Firstly, it is not clear how the timing of data collection (e.g., preevent, during, or postevent) impacts on respondents' assessment of their motivations (Hibbert, Piacentini, & Dajani, 2003) . Secondly, it is still not well understood whether event volunteering motivations reflect a sport-specific interest, such as golf; a general interest in sport; or a broader interest in volunteering generally (Love et al., 2011; MacLean & Hamm, 2007) . Both commonalities and differences in these volunteer motivations have been identified as important considerations. For example, Hallmann and Harms (2012) , in a study of two different major sporting events, investigated the determinants of volunteer motivations and how those motivations affected future volunteer engagement, and whether there were differences in motivation based on the type of event. They found significant differences in volunteer motivation based on the type of event as well as intrinsic factors being more important for volunteer motivation than extrinsic factors.
A Volunteer Legacy: Postvent Volunteering Intentions
There is interest in the array of desired event legacies that includes the potential social legacies of volunteering for mega-events (e.g., Dickson volunteering behaviors?
The first research question is investigated via a pre-and postevent survey that was analyzed using principal components analysis and a comparison of means for the pre-and postevent motivation items. The second question is addressed by exploring respondents' postevent volunteering behaviors. The final research question is addressed through analysis of the postevent survey using a binary logistic regression to identify those variables that may most influence future volunteering behaviors and thus inform event managers about recruiting and managing for legacy.
Participants
The population of the study was all registered volunteers for the SWMG. The sample frame was the database of 5,900 trained volunteers that the NSW Department of Sport and Recreation administered for the Sydney World Masters Games Organising Committee (SWMGOC). Of those registered an email invitation was sent on behalf of the authors by SWMGOC to 2,798 volunteers, being all the email addresses held by the SWMG organizing committee.
Instrument
The study used an online questionnaire hosted on www.surveymethods.com. The questionnaire explored previous volunteering experience, volunteer motivations, volunteering activity during the Games, whether volunteers sought to develop their skills as a result of their SWMG experiences, overall satisfaction with their SWMG experience, and volunteering engagement after the SWMG. Volunteer motivations were investigated via an adaptation study explores the 2009 Sydney World Masters Games (SWMG) volunteers: their motivations for volunteering, their reflection on volunteering motivation, and their volunteering behaviors after the Games. With a focus on the legacy of events, the research explores intentions to increase postevent volunteering by examining volunteers' postevent behavior to see whether the preevent intentions are actualized. While this research does not address issues of consistency, instrumentation, or longitudinal research needs, it does address sample size issues as well as ensuring that item loadings support the strength of identified components.
Research Context
The SWMG was the largest participatory event held internationally in 2009 and the largest event held in Australia for that year (Mehaffey, 2009 ). It had a competitor base of over 26,000 as well as up to 6,000 volunteers (Sydney 2009 World Masters Games Organising Committee, 2009a). The World Masters Games is an international multisport event governed by the International Masters Games Association. The philosophy of the Games is that it is open to all sportspeople of all abilities once age criteria for sport has been met of being either over 25 or 35 years of age depending on the sport. The World Masters Games have been held approximately every 4 years since they began in Toronto, Canada in 1985. Prospective host cities bid for the right to hold the World Masters Games and enter into a contract with the International Masters Games Association (http://www.imga.ch/). The SWMG was the seventh summer World Masters Games and attracted 26,000 competitors in 28 sports held in 72 venues across western Sydney, many of which were used for the Sydney 2000 Olympic and Paralympic Games. To support event operations it was estimated that around 6,000 volunteers would be needed. Sydney met this target with some 6,300 volunteers registered, of which 5,900 were trained (Sydney 2009 World Masters Games Organising Committee, 2009b).
Research Design
The study was conducted in two stages utilizing a preevent and a postevent survey. The research design Preevent distribution was organized through SWMGOC, who sent a link to the preevent survey to 2,798 volunteers 2 days prior to the opening ceremony. There were 22 emails that bounced back, resulting in 2,776 potential responses. With the revised survey launch date, there was no further opportunity to send a reminder as once the event began any further data collection would be invalidated. There were 786 responses (604 complete and 182 partials), which is a response rate of 28% for all 786 responses, or 22% for 604 fully completed responses. The postevent survey was emailed to 2,798 volunteers by SWMGOC 3 months after the event of which 104 bounced, leaving 2,694 potential responses. The DSR did not allow a reminder email to be sent, which affected the potential response rate. The survey closed after 15 days with 662 responses (570 complete and 92 partials). This is a response rate of 25% for all 662 responses, or 21% for completed responses. These response rates are at the upper level of what may be expected from web-based surveys (Sauermann & Roach, 2013) and are of a suitable size for the analysis conducted.
Analysis
Data from the questionnaire were transferred into SPSS for analysis. Due to privacy requirements it was not possible to determine if the pre-and postGames data sets were the same respondents; thus, to determine the appropriateness of comparing the pre-and post-Games data sets a Pearson's chisquared analysis was conducted on age, gender, and employment status. The results indicated that there was no significant difference in the distribution of the two data sets. The analysis also included a principal components analysis (PCA) to "reduce the dimensionality of a data set consisting of a large number of interrelated variables, while retaining as much as possible of the variation present in the data set" (Joliffe, 2002, p. 1) . Components with eigenvalues greater than 1 and with item loadings greater than 0.50 were retained as were items with communalities greater than 0.4. Components with three or more items without crossing loadings were retained for further discussion. Components were interpreted based on the highest loading of the items that were included. Estimates of Cronbach's of the SEVMS as previously discussed (see also Dickson et al., 2013) . The work of Giannoulakis et al. (2008) influenced the questionnaire design in this research, resulting in a 41-item motivation scale (see Table 4 ). This included four additional scale items to the ones identified in the literature review so as to incorporate the SWMG context. A 7-point scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree was used. In the preevent survey a 7-point scale from 1 = definitely not to 7 = definitely will was used to investigate the volunteers' intention/ likelihood to volunteer in the future. The postevent survey replicated the motivation items and demographics of the preevent survey and sought to further understand their postevent volunteering behaviors through an 11-item intention to volunteer in common sectors scale that investigated the influence of the SWMG upon volunteering intentions.
Procedures
The research team worked closely with the SWMGOC and submitted an application for consideration to undertake research of the SMWG volunteers in May 2009. The research was approved as one of six projects for the SMWG in June 2009. The original plan was to distribute the online questionnaire to registered volunteers approximately 1 month prior to the SMWG. However, as time approached for the SWMG, further research protocols were introduced and the auspicing body was changed to the research team of the NSW Department of Sport and Recreation (DSR). A "Memorandum of Understanding" was formulated and signed between the DSR and the University of Technology, Sydney. Thus the online questionnaire was only distributed 2 days prior to the beginning of the SWMG. This considerably shortened the time for responses but was outside the control of the research team. While the original research plan was to conduct a postevent survey 12 months after the event, the timing of the distribution of the postevent survey was totally controlled by the reporting requirements of the DSR, resulting in the postevent survey being distributed just 3 months after the end of the SWMG in January 2010. The host university's Human Research Ethics Committee approved the research. The results presented here are for both surveys.
SPORT MEGA-EVENT VOLUNTEERS 233 respondents being 51 years or older and just 8% under the age of 25 years (Table 2 ). Reflective of the older age of respondents, 36% were retired, with nearly 50% in some form of paid employment (casual, 7.3%; part-time 11.7%; full-time, 28.9%) ( Table 2) .
Previous Mega-Multisport Event Volunteering
Most respondents had previously volunteered in a variety of contexts (84%), with many having volunteered at previous large sporting events in Australia (52%, n = 411). For these 411 the most popular was the Sydney 2000 Olympics (51%), Sydney 2000 Paralympics (29%), and the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games (10%). Ninety people indicated that they had volunteered for both of the Sydney 2000 events. Less than 1% had volunteered at either of the 2008 Beijing Olympics or Paralympics. Over 40% were previously involved in alpha were calculated to explore the internal consistency of the items.
The following analysis reflects suggestions that for factor analysis, the recommended number of responses per variables is at least 10 (Hair Jr., Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010) with some suggesting up to 20 responses per item (Stevens, 2002) . Further, while item loadings over 0.3 are acceptable (Hair Jr. et al., 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) , the preferred loading for the results to be practically significant is ±0.50 (Hair Jr. et al., 2010 ) with over 0.55 being considered good (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) . Additionally, it is preferable to have at least five variables per factor (Hair Jr. et al., 2010) ; factors with at least three variables are acceptable, and any less and the factors may be considered unstable or weak (Costello & Osborne, 2005) .
Results

Demographics
Just over half the respondents to the pre-Games survey were female (55.6%), with nearly 66% of all (Table 4 ). The pattern matrix gives the unique contribution of an item. Components 3, 4, and 7 were excluded as these may be considered unstable or weak due to having less than three items loading on these components (Costello & Osborne, 2005) . The remaining five components, each with three or more items with loadings greater than 0.50, accounted for 40.9% of the variance. Internal consistency for each of the scales was examined using Cronbach's alpha (CA): levels above 0.7 are considered satisfactory, with levels about 0.8 being more preferable ( Pallant, 2011) . Components 1, 2, 6, and 8 were good (i.e., above 0.8), while 3, 4, 5, and 7 were questionable (0.6-0.7). No improvement in reliability was achieved by reducing the items. Some intercomponent correlations are higher than 0.3 for the five factors that are retained; thus, Oblimin rotation is the most appropriate (Pallant, 2011) .
The following discussion focuses on the five retained components: 1, 2 5, 6, and 8. The first two both had strong internal reliability with CAs > 0.8; the first, entitled It's all about the Games!, accounted for 28.98% of the variance and emphasizes the motivation to be linked with and be part of the event. The second, Transactional, accounted for 9.47% of the variance and highlights a trade-off between giving of one's time in exchange for job contacts, contacts with experts in their field, new skills that may be beneficial for future employment, and the attraction of Games' rewards. Component 5, Variety, with a CA of only 0.67, accounting for 4.01% of the variation, indicates having more free time with which they can expand and broaden their regular activities, while component 6, Giving back (CA = 0.86, variance = 3.42%), provides a sense of altruism in the volunteers' motivations. The final component, Feeling better (CA = 0.83, variance = 2.90%), reflects the intrinsic rewards that volunteers receive through events or other volunteering situations.
While the PCA explains the variance in responses, the means listed in Table 4 enable further interpretation of the results. Only one of the retained components had a mean over 4: Giving back. All others had means less than 4, indicating that while the component explained the variance, the components were not the main motivators for the volunteers.
volunteering roles and also in some form of paid employment.
Motivations Comparison of Means: Pre-and Postevent
In both the pre-and postevent surveys the respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with a range of statements about their motivations or reasons for volunteering for the SWMG. An independent sample t test was conducted to investigate what if any differences existed between the means of the motivation items in the pre-and postevent surveys (Table 3 ). All means were higher in the postevent survey (mean difference = 0.66, range 0.04-2.17), with only two variables-I wanted to do something worthwhile and I have an interest in sport-not having significant differences in the pre-and postevent means. Whereas studies by Bang, Won et al. (2009 ), Coyne and Coyne Sr. (2001 ), and MacLean and Hamm (2007 found that an interest in sport affected volunteer motivations, Hallmann and Harms (2012) later found that interest in sport showed little influence on motivation to volunteer. It seems that having an interest in sport is not necessarily a predictor of volunteer motivation in relation to mega-sport events.
The increase in mean of 1.18 to a mean of 5.1 in It was a chance of a life time may indicate that as the volunteers reflected upon their experience they realized the uniqueness of the event experience, while an increase in mean of 2.17 to a mean of 5.1 for Volunteering is a tradition in my family may indicate volunteering has become a stronger element of respondents' lives.
Motivations: Principal Component Analysis
Preevent Survey. The suitability of the preevent data for the PCA was confirmed via a KaiserMeyer-Olkin value of 0.903 exceeding the recommended level of 0.6 (Kaiser, 1970 , cited in Pallant, 2011 ) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity reaching statistical significance (p < 0.001), which support the factorability of the correlation matrix (Bartlett, 1954 , cited in Pallant, 2011 . The analysis of the pre-Games data (n = 517) yielded an eight-component solution that accounted for 62.3% of the variance with nearly 50% in some form of paid employment (casual, 6.8%; part-time, 11.9%; full-time, 29.7%) ( Table 5) . As with the preevent survey a chisquare test for independence indicated there was a significant association between gender and age Postevent Survey. As with the pre-Games survey most respondents to the post-Games survey were female (55%), and 51 years or older (67%), with just 5% under the age of 25 years (Table 5 ). Reflective of the older age of respondents 43% were retired, shifted to a more altruistic interpretation entitled Giving back, which accounted for 33% of the variance (CA = 0.91) and a mean of 5.38. It's all about the Games! moved from being the main component to only accounting for 3% of the variation, though with a slightly higher mean (CA = 0.85, mean = 4.05).
Transactional remained the second component, increasing the variance to 14% (CA = 0.80, mean = 3.57). The reliability of Skills increased (to CA = 0.79) as did the variance explained (6.09%) and with a much higher mean (5.30), while Tradition (CA = 0.56, variance = 4.83%, mean = 3.57) and Variety (CA = −0.68, variance = 3.40%, mean = 4.50) both remained weak accounting for small amounts of the variance.
As indicated in Table 6 , there is a high level of consistency of what variables loaded onto particular components, with 22 of the variables loading onto the same pre-and postevent components. Future research with the same instrument will enable further insight into whether this is unique to the SWMG, or whether it is consistent across megasport events, multisport or single sport events, and even event locations.
[χ 2 (11, n = 586), p < 0.05], and gender and employment situation [χ 2 (7, n = 586), p < 0.001] ( Table 5 ). The same PCA criteria were applied to the postevent data to investigate the suitability of the data for the PCA. This was confirmed via a Kaiser-MeyerOlkin value of 0.935 and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity reaching statistical significance (p < 0.001), which support the factorability of the correlation matrix. One item had a lower communality (asked by friend/family = 0.386), but this was retained to be consistent with the previous analysis.
The analysis of the post-Games data (n = 662) yielded a six-component solution that accounted for 64.0% of the variance (Table 7 ). All factors had more than two items loading at over 0.5. Some intercomponent correlations are higher than 0.3 for the six components; thus, Oblimin rotation is the most appropriate (Pallant, 2011) . Factors 1, 2, and 6 had CAs > 0.8, factor 3 had a satisfactory level of 0.79, while factors 4 and 5 had questionable internal reliabilities.
While the PCA of the pre-Games data indicated that most variation in the data was the event itself, the post-Games recollection of the motivation has events are positioned on the expectation that there would a social legacy of increased volunteering, the respondents were asked, based on their SWMG experience, how much they would expect to volunteer in the future. Just over half (53.5%) indicated that they would volunteer on the same level, 28% planned to increase their volunteering, and 4.5% planned to stop
Intention to Volunteer in the Future
Preevent Survey. Using an 11-point Likert scale (0 = Not at all, 10 = Definitely), respondents were asked how likely it would be that they would volunteer for a World Masters Games again. The mean for the 617 who responded was 7.66 with a standard deviation of 2.68. Given that many bids for mega- 7-point Likert scale was used where 1 = −3 negative impact and 7 = +3 positive impact (mean = 5.60, standard deviation = 1.492). Most respondents (71%) indicated that the SWMG would have a positive effect on their intention to volunteer in the future with nearly 40% stating that the SWMG would have a highly positive effect (+3) on their intention to volunteer (Table 8 ).
The expected impact of the SWMG on intention to volunteer was grouped into three groups: negative impact, no impact, and positive impact. Of the 172 who indicated that they planned to increase their volunteering, 91% believed that SWMG would have a positive impact (Table 9) .
Insights From the Postevent Survey. As required by the SWMGOC, the postevent survey was conducted 3 months after the Games. Of the 586 who indicated their gender and age, 55% were female, with 56-65 year olds being the largest age group (37.5%), followed by those over 65 years (25.8%). The smallest groups were those aged 26-35 years (4.4%) and 18-25 years (4.6%). The employment situation of the postevent respondents included 43% who were retired or pensioners and a further 48% were in some form of employment: (full-time, 29.7%; part-time, 11.9%; casually, 6.8%).
Respondents were asked about their postevent volunteering. Nearly two thirds of respondents (63.5%) indicated they were volunteering less than they were prior to the SWMG, 29% were volunteering the same, and a small proportion (7.5%) indicated they or decrease their volunteering. This would result in a net increase of 23.2% in people planning to increase their volunteering based on this preevent survey. Of the 172 who intended to increase their volunteering, 58% were female, 32% were retired, 27% were employed full-time, and 65% were over the age of 50 years. The older nature of the volunteer profile may impact on the availability of people to volunteer after the event and, hence, an ongoing volunteer legacy from SWMG. SWMG may have been a legacy of the Sydney 2000 Olympic and Paralympic Games. Table 7 presents results from a backwards stepwise logistic regression that was performed to assess the impact of a number of components on the likelihood that respondents would increase their level of volunteering after the SWMG. The proposed model contained four independent variables (previous volunteering experience, age, gender, employment situation). The final model excluded age and employment situation, retaining only previous volunteering and age [χ 2 (2, n = 603) = 27.27, p < 0.001]. Only previous volunteering was significant. The odds ratio (OR) indicates that those with previous volunteering are less likely to plan to volunteer more in the future. At the SWMG, only 7% have no previous volunteering experience. The OR in a regression analysis compares the relative odds of an outcome occurring (in this case an increase in volunteering) given a single unit increase in the independent variables (e.g., age, gender, previous volunteering).
To explore the perceived impact of the SWMG on respondents' intention to volunteer in the future, a 
Discussion and Conclusion
The findings from the pre-and postevent surveys highlight a number of points for discussion that can inform the understanding of differences between a volunteer's preevent and postevent intention to volunteer. The following sections discuss the changing perceptions of volunteers' intentions versus behavior and influences on postevent volunteering.
Changing Perceptions of Volunteer Motivation
The results of this study demonstrate a shift in the volunteers' perception of their motivation for volunteering, with a move towards a more altruistic perspective after the event, a trend seen in community development research (Hibbert et al., 2003) . There may be many reasons why this occurs, such as the impact of the event experience, satisfaction of contributing to a successful event, the influence of the media, and/or the broader community's perception of the volunteers' contribution. The PCA also changed pre-and postevent with greater variance being explained by Giving back in the postevent analysis compared to the event-centric view of It's all about the Games prior to the event. While the means for most variables increased in the postevent survey, many variables consistently loaded onto the same components in both pre-and postevent surveys. Before the event, only one retained were volunteering more since the SWMG (Table 10 ). The largest change was seen in those who had previously volunteered, with 65.7% indicating they were volunteering less. A chi-square test for independence indicated there was a significant association between previous volunteering and postevent volunteering changes [χ 2 (2, n = 613), p < 0.001]. This actual postevent volunteering is a contrast to the preevent intentions in which 28% planned to volunteer more and only 5% were planning to decrease their volunteering or stop volunteering (Table 8) . These respondents were then asked if their experience of volunteering for the SWMG impacted on their current volunteering situation. The majority of respondents said their experience had no effect on whether they were volunteering the same, less, or more. However, the impact of their volunteering experience at the SWMGs on their current level of volunteering was found to be significant (p < 0.001). Within those who said they were volunteering more and those who were volunteering less their decision was influenced by their SWMG experience by 46% and 7%, respectively.
From the 11 contexts in which postevent respondents were planning to volunteer in the future those most likely to benefit were: major sporting events more than 28% believing that they would increase their volunteering in the future. This aligns with Doherty's (2009) observation that there may be a sense of a volunteering legacy just 1 month after the event, but as discussed in the above section, this may be more about the after-glow of the event than actual changes in behavior that would indicate a real volunteer legacy. However, there is little evidence to suggest that 3 months after event there was any volunteering legacy for community activities, other than those for a sport or event context. To gain a more accurate measure of the postevent volunteering legacy, future research should be conducted later than 3 months to allow time for volunteers to plan and implement any volunteering changes. Particularly, as some may decide to take down time following an intensive period of volunteering. In concert with the demographic and motivation data, it may be possible in the future to determine if there is a particular volunteer typology that is more likely to contribute to a mega-event volunteer legacy that volunteer groups could seek to attract.
Influences on Postevent Volunteering
From the preevent data regression analysis, the model suggests that those who have no previous volunteering experience were more likely to increase their volunteering in the future, though new volunteers only represented 7% of the sample. Given this finding, bidding and host cities may want to direct resources and develop strategies to specifically build pools of "new" volunteers for the mega-event rather than attracting volunteers from their current community involvements. If existing volunteers are recruited there is a risk that the extra effort of volunteering at a mega-event may impact the volunteers' availability for their normal volunteer roles. However, the implications of recruiting inexperienced volunteers may be that additional time and money would be required to train neophyte volunteers for an event than recruiting people who already have volunteering experience.
Limitations
This research reinforced the precarious nature of doing longitudinal studies in the area of megaevent research. The research team had entered into long-term negotiations with the SWMGOC and component, Giving back, had a mean above 4 (5.21). After the event, with the higher means across all variables, four components had means greater than 4-Giving back (5.38), Skills (5.30), Variety (4.50), and It's all about the Games (4.05)-suggesting that their volunteering experience influenced their postevent perceptions.
Previous research summarized in Table 1 demonstrates the diversity of data collection timing: before the event (Dickson et al., 2013; Giannoulakis et al., 2008; Khoo & Engelhorn, 2011) ; during orientation sessions (Khoo & Engelhorn, 2007 , 2011 ; during the event (Giannoulakis et al., 2008) ; and in the afterglow of the event (Twynam et al., 2002) . The results presented here raise the question of the validity of combining data collected at different times within the same study such as data collection during orientation sessions and during the event and whether the timing of data collection influences responses ( Giannoulakis et al., 2008; Khoo & Engelhorn, 2011) . Additionally, elements such as the publicity, scale and duration of the recruitment, selection, and orientation for mega-events like the Olympics and Paralympics may impact a volunteers' perception of their motivations. Thus, further research is required to continue to explore volunteers' perceptions of their motivations and how the event experience affects future motivations. For example, how would postevent motivations be influenced following an event that was deemed to be unsuccessful?
Intention Versus Behavior
This is the first research that has investigated preevent intentions and postevent volunteering behaviors, albeit only 3 months after the event. Most respondents in the preevent survey (71%) expected their SWMG experience would have a positive impact on their future volunteering, with here, whether it is a multisport or single sport event, as discussed earlier, and/or whether there may be differences in event "type." To provide a more detailed framework for future research in mega-sport events, the authors propose categorizing multisport and single sport events as either Tier 1 and Tier 2 megasport events as discussed by Dickson et al. (2013) (Table 11) . Using similar instrumentation and appropriate standards in the PCA, future research could explore what if any differences exist between multisport and single sport events as well as Tier 1 and Tier 2 events. For example, is the event itself a greater draw for the Olympics and Paralympics (e.g., Dickson et al., 2013; Giannoulakis et al. 2008) compared to the purposive motivations seen by Engelhorn (2007, 2011) in events such as the Special Olympics?
Conclusion and Implications for Practice
This research adds to the growing focus of research into the motivations of mega-multisport event volunteers by conducting research that i) has a robust ratio of responses to variables, ii) uses loadings >±0.50, and iii) eliminates components with less than three variables that may be weak or unstable. While this study sought to investigate the actual legacy of volunteering at the SWMG 2009, the effectiveness was limited by the timing of data collection due to decisions made by the organizing committee.
The data indicate that volunteers at the SWMG 2009 were typically female, older, and either retired or in paid work, and with many involved in volunteering prior to the event. That many volunteers are in paid employment and already volunteering may had an assurance from the Chief Executive Officer as to their commitment to longitudinal volunteer research on SWMG volunteers over a 3-, 12-, and 24-month follow-up. However, the ultimate governance of SWMGOC was changed to reside with the DSR. This change resulted in the research being restricted to a single follow-up 3 months after the conclusion of the SWMG.
Longitudinal research with mega-event organizing committees is also problematic due to the sunset clauses of those organizing committees with host cities. In an Australian context, the issue of longitudinal research where the researchers are working in collaboration with another entity and doing research on their volunteers has become more problematic under reinforced considerations of the Privacy Act, 2000 [Comm] . All correspondence must go through the entity and if the entity has a sunset clause then the question of database access is critical.
Further, this research reinforced the importance of being able to match individual respondent data in pre-and postquestionnaire data. Without being able to match data, analysis is restricted to changes in total sample means of response rather than matched pair samples that would allow a determination of changes for each individual rather than volunteers as a group. However, there are significant constraints under privacy legislation and with other novel techniques for including unique respondent identifiers.
A Framework for Future Research: The Mega-Sport Event Typology
This research points to potential differences in expressed motivations of volunteers in mega-sport events. This may be a result of timing, as discovered Additionally, it has been demonstrated that for the SWMG 2009, the preevent measure of their intentions to volunteer after the event is not reflected in their postevent behaviors 3 months after the event.
We encourage other researchers to undertake longitudinal studies to replicate this study and provide other contexts for examining this work. Research is needed to determine whether it is possible to develop one sport event volunteer motivation scale that is usable across the range of sport event types. For the sport or events manager, this study raised a number of significant issues that affect sport event practice. SWMG has a series of complex organizational relationships, networks, and stakeholder groups that need to be clearly understood within the context of event and volunteer management. Within nation and city-states that globally bid for and host sport events, different governance structures are used that affect the ability of researchers to investigate issues involving volunteer management. First and foremost, sport event organizations' charters are focused on delivering the event and not evaluating or researching the event. The sport event organization develops its own culture and operational procedures that interpret and implement the event owner's charter (in this case the International Masters Games Association). Even where event owners have very specific inclusions for evaluation and research (e.g., International Olympic Committee and International Paralympic Committee) these are rarely implemented by the sport event organizing committee. Yet, evaluation and research of volunteer experiences within mega-sport event contexts are incredibly important to understanding the phenomena and the implications that it may or may not have for local, regional, or national sport organizations in the geographic location in which the sport event is being held.
